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The Peace
Imperative

Fashiqnirég a
Security Community

POST-WORLD WAR II ARMS CONTROL AGREEMENTS

n the twilight hours of World
War II, statesmen and other foreign-
policy thinkers began to ponder the
implications of a world with nuclear
weapons. For many, the inescapable
conclusion was that the nuclear age
had made war an unthinkable way to
pursue national objectives. Peace
was not merely a desirable goal; it was
an imperative.

The American leadership ac-
cepted the imperative of peace and
sought to devise programs to control
the destructive new weapons of war.
From the Baruch Plan for interna-
tional control of nuclear power in
1946 to the recent peace initiatives
of President Rona&l Reagan, the
United States has struggled to control
the development, deployment, and
ultimate use of conventional and nu-
clear weapons.

The American quest for peace is
a theme that links every U.S. admin-
istration for three-and-a-half de-
cades. In the 1950’s, many observers
agreed with President Dwight D. Ei-
senhower, who said, “There is no al-
ternative to peace.”

President Ronald Reagan reiter-
ated the dual quest for peace and se-
curity at a press conference in Wash-
ington, D.C., on March 31, 1982:
“Twice in my lifetime I have seen the
world plunged into global wars that
inflicted untold suffering upon mil-
lions of innocent people. I share the
determination of today’s young peo-
ple that such a tragedy...must never
happen again. My goal is to reduce
nuclear weapons dramatically, assur-
ing lasting peace and security.”

ut the hopes and expec-
tations of the United States, and the
world, have been met only in part.
Since World War II, sophisticated
weaponry has multiplied greatly de-
spite the best intentions of interna-
tional leaders.

In considering this problem, dip-
lomats and other experts have fo-
cused on the question of what condi-
tions are necessary for successful
arms control negotiations, for imple-
menting international ~covenants
banning the use of force. In short,
what are the req;xiremems for peace
in a nuclear age?

One answer has been that, to
maintain peace among nations, a se-
curity community must exist, consist-
ing of international institutions and
practices strong and widespread
enough to assure nations that conflict
can be resolved peacefully.

Nations everywhere realize that | |

change is the only constant in a turbu-
lent world, and that new economic
and political requirements can only
be met through peaceful change in an
established community of nations.
Despite setbacks, despite a con-
tinuing arms competition with the So-
viets, the United States has pursued
such a vision of peaceful change.

T
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First Efforts to Control
Nuclear Weapons

) N
Approved For Release 2011/01/28 : CIA-RDP88B00443R002304700003-6

Bernard Baruch (center), U.S. delegate to the first

U.N. Atomic Energy Commission meeting in 1946,
presents a U.S. proposal bearing his name that would have
outlawed atomic weapons and encouraged international
development of peaceful uses for atomic energy.

The NATO
Security Community

rom the inception of the*‘atom-
ic age,” the United States has taken
the lead in proposing realistic initia-
tives for limitation and control of nu-
clear arms. In international forums
and in direct discussions with other
states, the United States has sought
major reductions in nuclear and con-
ventional forces leading to equal
agreed limits on both sides. The Rea-
gan Administration has declared its
commitment to these goals as well.
It is essential to understand the
historical context of U.S. peace ef-
forts. The economy of the United
States did not sustain significant dam-
age during World War 11, nor did its

from the global conflict unrivaled in
its military, economic and techno-
logical power, and it approached the
conclusion of the war in a mood bor-
dering on the euphoric. As President
Franklin Roosevelt’s adviser, Harry
Hopkins, later noted:

We really believed in our hearts that
this was the dawn of a new day....We
were absolutely certain that we had
won the first' great victory of the
peace—and, by “we,” I mean all of us,
the whole civilized human race.

The American Secretary of
State, Cordell Hull, expressed him-
self in equally optimistic terms.
“There will no longer be need for

spheres of influence,” he declared,
“for alliances, balance of power, or
any other of the special arrangements
through which, in the unhappy past,
the nations strove to safeguard their
security or promote their interests.”

though the United States pos-
sessed a monopoly in atomic weapon-
ry, American leadership was pre-
pared to give up this advantage, and
apply atomic power to nonmilitary
uses. Further, U.S. peace initiatives
were not limited to nuclear weapons:
Officials frequently appealed for mu-
tual cooperation in a number of
fields, including offers to extend the
Marshall Plan for European econom-
ic recovery to the war-devastated So-
viet Union—a proposal rejected by
Joseph Stalin.

On_ September 11, 1945, the
United States Secretary of War, Hen-
ry Stimson, presented Harry S Tru-
man with an early proposal for inter-
national control otp atomic energy:

If the atomic bomb was merely an-
other, though devastating, military
weapon...it would be one thing....
But I think the bomb instead consti-
tutes merely a first step in a new con-
trol by man over thelforces of nature
too revolutionary and dangerous to fit
into the old concepts.... It really caps
the climax of the race between man’s
growing technical power for destruc-
tiveness and his psychological power
of self-control and group control—his
moral power.....

Following Stimson’s proposal,

President Truman offered to cooper-
ate with the Soviet Union and Euro-
pean nations in establishing controls
over this new weapon, and to dedi-
cate the efforts of all concerned to nu-
clear research “for commercial and
humanitarian purposes.”

America’s first comprehensive
and detailed proposal for nuclear
arms control was the 1946 Baruch
Plan, named for Bernard Baruch, a
frequent adviser to American Presi-
dents and the U.S. delegate to the
United Nations Atomic Energy
Commission. Under terms of the Ba-
ruch Plan, the United States offered
to harness atomic energy for peaceful
purposes, and to share such knowl-
edge with the Soviet Union. In the
words of one architect closely associ-

ated with the Plan:

In plain words, it sets up a plan
umﬁr which no nation would make
atomic bombs.... All dangerous ac-
tivities would be carried on—not
merely inspected—by a live, func-
tioning international Authority with a
real purpose in the world and capable
of attracting competent personnel.
This monopoly of the dangerous ac-
tivities by an international Authority
would sill leave a large and tremen-
dously productive field of safe activi-
ties open to individual nations, their
industries and universities...

The Soviet leadership rejected
this offer. Despite such setbacks, the
United States, and other nations,
continued their efforts.

s the United States
sought to engage the Soviet Union in
meaninfgful arms negotiations, it also
began fashioning a security commu-
nity among Western nations. The
North Atlantic Treaty Organization,
founded in 1949, was the product of
frustrated expectations concerning
the Soviet Union. The procession of
shocks and crises after World War
H—including civil war in Greece, the
Communist takeover of Czechoslo-
vakia in 1948 and the Soviet blockade
of Berlin (1948-49)—all attested to
the refusal of the Soviet Union to be-
come a full partner in guaranteeing
international peace and security. In-
stead, the Soviet Union viewed the
world in terms of political and ideo-
logical competition with the democ-
racies of the West. The West formed a
security coalition of democratic na-
tions because that seemed to be the
only realistic response to Soviet po-
litical and military actions.

NATO was founded on the prin-
ciple of common defense, and re-
mains to this day a purely voluntary
organization whose goal is to main-
tain closely coordinated security co-

people suffer the trauma of witness-
ing their homes transformed into bat-
tlefields. The United States emerged
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President Dwight Eisenhower (below) presents “Atoms for Peace” plan to

the U.N. General Assembly on December 8, 1953, calling for creation of an
international atomic energy agency. The Eisenhower Administration introduced
several major peace proposals, such as ““Open Skies,” which contained provisions
for aerial reconnaissance to protect nations against military buildups.
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Parit

and Deterrence

operation. The members of NATO
have no territorial claims against the
Soviet Union, seek no military advan-
tages, and eschew any effort to gain
political hegemony outside the At-
lantic community. NATO forces
have never fired upon the Soviet
Union or any of its allies.

The Western allies in general,
and the United States in particular,

did not view the formation of NATO
as signaling the collapse of efforts to
achieve a basis for peaceful accom-
modation and cooperation with the
Soviet Union. To divide internation-
al society for all time into two warring
camps is contraéy to the philosophical
orientation and modern values of
Western civilization. Thus, while
seeking to bolster the security of the

NATO allies, the United States con-
tinually has sought to enlist the Soviet
Union in arms control negotiations,
as well as in efforts to secure agree-
ment on rules of conduct in times of
crisis. In all these efforts, the U.S.
government has insisted that all
agreements meet three fundamental
criteria—that they be practical,
achievable and verifiable.

n his first inaugural address,
on January 20, 1953, President
Dwight D. Eisenhower declared that
the United States was prepared to en-
gage in joint efforts to remove the
causes of mutual fear and mistrust
among nations. By establishing a se-
cure peace for all, the President con-
tinved, drastic reduction of arma-
ments would be possible. In an ad-
dress two months later, the President

Froposed that all nations establish
imits on strategic materials to be pro-
duced for military purposes. The re-
sulting savings would be ailocated to
an_international fund for economic
aid and reconstruction.

President Eisenhower followed
these recommendations with an
“Atoms for Peace” plan, presented
to the United Nations General As-
sembly on December 8, 1953, that in-
corporated his proposal for creation
of an international atomic energy
agenciy, The agency would receive
contributions of nuclear materials to
be used for peaceful purposes. Sever-
al months later, the President signed
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,
which encouraged the development
of commercial nuclear power:

In addition, the Eisenhower Ad-
ministration actively pursued the
possibility of negotiating a halt to pu-
clear testing; and at a Geneva confer-
ence with the heads of Britain, France
and the Soviet Union in 1955, Presi-
dent Eisenhower offered his innova-
tive “Open Skies” proposal. The
“Open Skies” idea envisaged ex-
changes of military blueprints, plus
aerial reconnaissance, to protect na-
tions against surprise attack—and to
serve as a first step toward compre-
hensive disarmament.

Despite Soviet rejection, the Ei-
senhower Administration persisted
in its peace efforts. In 1957, the U.S.
Ambassador to the United Nations,
Henry Cabot Lodge, presented a
memorandum to a committee of the
General Assembly, embracing the
following proposals on disarmament:
a. future nuclear production would be
restricted to peaceful purposes under
adequate inspection;

b. action would be taken at a future
date to reduce military stockpiles;
¢. with effective control established
over production of nuclear materials,
nuclear testing would be eliminated;
d. first-stage reductions in conven-
tional forces of the so-called “Big
Four” nations that would limit the
United States and Soviet Union to 2.5
million men, the United Kingdom
and France to 750,000 men;

e. further reductions would depend
on political settlements on the part of
the “Big Four.”

nited States peace ini-
tiatives in the 1960’s reflected a com-
bination of hope and realism. U.S. of-
ficials continued to formulate pro-
posals to control and reduce nuclear
weapons, and to maintain NATO.
Out of this effort evolved two key
concepts: pa:i}ly and deterrence.
The NATO allies recognized
that the virtually irresistible drive of
modern technology was generating
new and yet more threatening weap-
ons of human destruction. In Wash-
ington, London, Bonn and else-
where, policymakers sought to give
substance to the impulse for securi-
ty—and avoid an escalating arms
race—through bilaterat negotiations
and through multilateral protocols of
mutual restraint. A succession of
American leaders concluded that,
despite U.S. improvements in many
strategic weapons, the most con-
structive approach would be to avoid
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Speaking to the 16th session of the U.N. General
Assembly in 1961, President John Kennedy

calls for “comprehensive disarmament,”
including an immediate test ban and a halt to
production of nuclear weapons.
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The Kennedy-Johnson
Initiatives

U.S. Senators and foreign politi' officials watch as
President John Kennedy signs the instruments of
ratification for the 1963 Limited Nuclear Test Ban Treaty.
Bottom, first page of the Test Ban Treaty; more than 100
nations have signed this multilateral accord.

seeki

ing superiority in nuclear weap-
ons and to accept a condition of stra-
tegic equivalence, or parity, between
the United States and the Soviet
Union. Parity became an accepted
tenet of American policy as the dec-
ade of the 60’s came to a close.

The policy of deterrence has
been a subject of long and intense de-
bate. Occasionally the debate has re-
flected a basic misunderstanding of
NATO policy and intent. Concepts of
deterrence did not originate in the nu-
clear age. Peoples throughout history
have sought to discourage adversar-
ies from taking hostile actions. At the
strategic, or nuclear, level, deter-
rence means the prospect of such se-
vere retaliation that an adversary is
discouraged from initiating an attack.
Within NATO, deterrence requires
that member nations employ suffi-
cient conventional and nuc?ear forces
to present potential adversaries with
risks and costs that overshadow any
possible political or military gains.
Deterrence does not require total su-
periority in conventional and nuclear
capabilities—and, as the historical
record makes clear, the United States
and its NATO allies have never
sought such military superiority.

From the perspective of the
United States, deterrence and arms
control are not contradictory, but re-
inforce one another. The West can
best achieve progress in negotiations
with Moscow if, as in the past, it dem-
onstrates the determination to main-
tain a stable nuclear balance. The
United States and its allies can then
advance fresh arms control proposals
from a position of strength and equal-
ity. In short, deterrence enhances
rather than diminishes prospects for
significant future progress in arms
control and disarmament.

Deterrence has withstood the
test of time: Two generations of Eu-
ropeans and Americans have grown
up in peace and economic well-being.
But deterrence alone is not enough.
The challenge to world statesmen lgms
been to make progress in reducing
such weapons through negotiation,
while using negotiation as a way to
bolster both the sense and the sub-
stance of security in an increasingly
turbulent world.

hile securing a sta-
ble nuclear balance between East and
West in the "60s, the United States
also continued its search for i
ful arms agreements with the Soviets.
President Kennedy presented a new
American plan for general and com-
plete disarmament to the United Na-
tions on September 21, 1961. The
plan contained the following recom-
mendations:

a. conclude an immediate nuclear test
ban agreement with adequate on-site
verification;

b. end production of nuclear weapons
and agree to prevent their transfer to
non-nuclear powers;

¢. negotiate a treaty that would bar
nuclear weapons in outer space;

d. gradually destroy existing nuclear
weapons stockpiles and allocate nu-
clear materials for peaceful uses;
e.end testing and production of deliv-
ery systems for strategic nuclear
arms, and destroy existing inven-
tories of such weapons;

f. agree to earmark national forces for
United Nations peacekeeping duties,
as well as promote efforts to improve
the operational capabilities of United
Nations peacekeeping forces.

On the same day, the Soviets
presented their own arms control pro-
gram. The contrast between the two
sets of proposals is illustrative of the
different approaches. Premier Nikita
Khrushchev urged that “war propa-

anda” be prohibited by the United
%Iations, that troops be withdrawn
from foreign territory (a perennial
Soviet proposal aimed at NATO),
that military budgets be frozen, thata
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President Lyndon Johnson and Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin shake
hands after signing 1967 treaty barring nuclear weapons from outer space.
Standing between the two are U.S. Secretary of State Dean Rusk (right) and
British Ambassador Sir Patrick Dean. Botiom, page of the Nuclear Non-

Prol Treaty with sig of six p

ip states.
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SALT and Detente
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President Richard Nixon, left, and Soviet President Leonid
Brezhnev, sign the first Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT

J) in Moscow, May 26, 1972." The SALT I Treaty sought to reduce
the risk of nuclear war by limiting the deployment of both

anti- and offensive-missile systems.

nonaggression pact be concluded be-
tween the United States and the Sovi-
et Union, and that nuclear-free zones
be established. Vague, unverifiable
and lacking practical means of imple-
mentation, the Soviet statement was
more a rhetorical stance than a set of
achievable proposals. The Soviet
Union startled the international com-
munity several weeks later when it ex-
ploded a nuclear bomb in the atmo-
sphere estimated at between 50 and
57 megatons, the largest nuclear ex-
plosion in history.

The Atlantic Alliance experi-

enced asense of beleaguerment in the
’60s as a result of Soviet intervention
in Czechoslovakia—and an i

n the early 1970’s, the Ad-
ministration of Richard Nixon saw an
urgent need to-accommodate Soviet
and American security concerns. The
prospect of continuing confrontation
carried with it nuclear perils. Presi-
dent Nixon regarded the growing nu-
clear arsenals as a hazard that no long-
er could be contained through an un-
easy equilibrium. In the interests of
peace and security, for itself and for
the world community as well, the
United States accepted a posture of
“strategic equivalence” with the So-
viet Union. The President noted in his
first foreign affairs report: “We were
determined not to lurch along—with
isolated agre vulnerable to

in worldwide Soviet arms shipments.
Nevertheless, the Limited Test Ban
Treaty and Hot-Line Agreement
were successfully concluded during
the Kennedy Administration, and the
landmark Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty, which established a basis for
controlling the spread of nuclear
weapons, during the Administration
of Lyndon Johnson. Allserved as use-
ful foundations: for the arms control
initiatives of the *70s.

sudden shifts of course in political re-
lations, with peaks and valleys based
on atmosphere, with incessant ten-
sion and maneuvering.”

In a major foreign policy initia-
tive, President Nixon built on com-
mon interests between the United
States and the Soviet Union. Through
intense diplomatic contact and con-
sultation, the United States sought to
establish procedures for crisis man-
agement, expand cultural exchange

agreements and open new doors to
American goods and technology. At
the same time, the President cl)éarly
expressed the willingness of the
United States to accept strategic
“parity” in nuclear weaponry.

With this perception the Nixon
Administration entered into the first
round of Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks(SALT). The result was amajor
two-part treaty in 1972: One part
limited deployment of anti-ballistic
missile systems (ABM); the other
provided for interim limits on offen-
sive nuclear missiles. The -SALT
agreements sought to place limits on
the size and czapability of strategic
forces, and to reduce the likelihood of
surprise attack. Provisions for verifi-
cation by both parties (primarily
through satellite photograpﬂy) were
critical to the success of SALT L. In-
deed, adequate verification has been
a primary U.S. objective throughout
the SALT negotiations. From the
U.S. point of view, verification will
remain a top-priority objective in cur-
rent and future efforts to reduce nu-
clear- arsenals, because without it,
mutual trust cannot exist.

Despite the success of SALT 1,
the Soviet Union in the 1970s did not
Tes éprocate the willingness of the
U.S. government, stated publicly and
repeatedly, to accept a condition of
strategic balance. Instead, the Sovi-
ets undertook a massive peacetime
military buildup. The Soviets have:
—developed and deployed heavy, ac-
curate, intercontinental ballistic mis-
sile systems capable of destroying
American land-based systems in a
pre-emptive strike;

—created a second-strike capability;
—developed intermediate nuclear
weapons capable of striking Western
Europe within minutes after being
launched from the Soviet Union; and
—enhanced Soviet conventional
forcesin ﬁregower, mobility and geo-
graphic reach far beyond any reason-
able national security requirements.

Unrealized expectations con-
tributed in part to the disillusionment
felt in official American circles by the
end of the 1970’s. Eugene V. Rostow,
the Director of the United States
Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency (ACDA), commented:

'
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Portion of final page from

SALT I Treaty with

_;\iignatmes of President Richard
lixon and Secretary of State

William Rogers.
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Below, at 1974 summit meeting in
Vladivostok, Presidents Gerald Ford

(left) and Leonid Brezhnev sign a commu-
nique announcing general agreement

on limits for strategic nuclear weapons.

MAJOR U.S. PEACE INITIATIVES

ESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have signed this proclamation and

al. of the United States of America to be affixed.

DONE at’ the city of Washington

this third day of Qctober

in the year of our Lord

one thousand nine

hundred seventy-two

and. of the Independence

‘the United States of

Ten years ago American experts and
officials assured our people that the
Soviet Union was seeking nuclear
parity, recognition as a great power,
and a place in the political sun. But the
Soviet Union has gone right on build-
ing up its nuclear arsenal at the rate of
some ez;ght percent a year in real
terms, although all students of the sub-
Ject agree it has long since passed the
point of nuclear parity.

In the late "60s, the Soviets aug-
mented their deployments in Eastern
Europe at atime when the numbers of
U.S. troops in Western Europe re-
mained constant, and even declined.
U.S. nuclear forces in Western Eu-
rope stabilized in quantity and quali-
ty, while Soviet forces tended to in-
crease in both categories. The Soviet

Union demonstrated a willingness to
exercise restraint only when specific
and verifiable arms control agree-
ments had been negotiated.

The Soviet leadership has often
claimed that it is driven in the milita
field by the desire to keep pace wit]
American technological superiority.
Available evidence, however, casts
doubt on the official Soviet rationale.
The Soviets, for example, deployed
the first intermediate-range ballistic
missiles and the first intercontinental
ballistic missiles; they also installed
the first anti-ballistic missile de-
fenses. These actions reflect a Soviet
determination to foster a military es-
tablishment capable of offensive as
well as defensive warfare.

The history of SALT II under-
scores the fragility of arms control ef-

forts when mutual confidence be-
tween the negotiating parties is lack-
ing. Inessence, SALTII was an agree-
ment to maintain the strategic bal-
ance between the Soviet Union and
the United States in nuclear weapons.

Presidents Gerald Ford and Leo-
nid Brezhnev met at Vladivostok in
November 1974 and reached general
agreement on ceilings for interconti-
nental ballistic missiles, including
missiles with multiple warheads.
They were unable, however, to re-
solve questions of verification, or to
set limits on cruise missiles and Soviet
bombers. The ensuing negotiations
were lengthy and difficult, in part be-
cause of the complexity of trying to
control _qualitative, technological
changes in nuclear weapons as well as
sheer numbers.

In the end, the two nations
reached agreement on SALT 11, only
to a more fund. 1
difficulty over Soviet actions outside
the nuclear arena. By invading Af-
ghanistan in December 1979, the So-
viets reinforced the doubts of many
in the United States about the sincer-
ity of the Soviet commitment to
peace, At the same time, many
Americans  became  increasingly
critical of the decade-long Soviet nu-
clear military buildup. In an atmo-
sghere of rising distrust and concern
about Soviet motives and policies,
SALT I lost any chance for the U.S.
Senate to give ifs advice and consent
as required by the U.S. Constitution.
The United States and the Soviet
Union continue to abide by the terms
of the treaty tacitly. It is clear, how-
ever, that for the United States, arms

-| control efforts are, and will be, af-

fected by the state of U.S.-Soviet re-
lations generally.
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Efforts

R |

i
Approved For Release 2011/01/28 : CIA-RDP88B00443R002304700003-6

New Peace
Initiatives

Below, Geneva, December 1981: U.S. arms control
and disarmament negotiator, Paul Nitze (left), and
Soviet counterpart, Yuli Kvitsinsky, shake hands

before starting discussions on the limitation of

Intermediate Nuclear Forces in Europe.

hile international
attention has tended to focus on bi-
lateral negotiations between the
United States and the Soviet Union
on strategic nuclear weapons, Ameri-
ca has Jaunched a number of peace
initiatives through multilateral chan-
nels. The United Nations Committee
on Disarmament, organized in 1979,
has been one principal venue for such
peace efforts; examples include dis-
cussions on a treaty banning the de-
velopment, production and stockpil-
ing of chemical weapons, and efforts

at preventative arms control—e.g.,
banning radiological weapons.

U.S. delegates also have pre-
sented a number of other arms con-
trol initiatives, including proposals
for comprehensive disarmament,
control of conventional arms and re-
ductions in military expenditures.
Recently, ACDA Director Eugene
Rostow addressed the Disarmament
Committee and called on all member
states to uphold the ban of the U.N.
Charter onthe threat or use of force in
international relations. He noted
that, should that provision of the
Charter become a dead letter, the
quest for disarmament “would be-
come a quixotic or utopian activity.”

The United States has explored
other ways of limiting conventional
arms as well. In Vienna, for example,
U.S. diplomats continue to partici-
pate in negotiations, termed the Mu-
tual and Balanced Force Reduction
(MBER) talks, to reduce the size of
NATO and Warsaw Pact forces.

President Jimmy Carter, aware
that the growing trade in convention-
al arms threatened a volatile world,
launched a bold initiative in 1977 to
curtail the flow of sophisticated weap-
ons to less-developed countries. He
announced a curtailment in Ameri-
can sales abroad through the estab-
lishment of stricter governmental
controls and annual “dollar ceilings,”
which represented a unilateral act of
self-restraint. Further, the President
urged other major producers of con-
ventional weapons systems to adopt
comparable export control policies.

Shortly thereafter, the U.S. gov-
ernment entered into Conventional
Arms Transfer (CAT) talks with the
Soviet Union to secure Soviet agree-
ment to a “regime of joint restraint.”
U.S. and Soviet officials held four
major meetings, but registered little
substantive progress. In fact, Soviet
arms deliveries to less-developed na-
tions grew prodigiously even after the
talks began, and with the Soviet inva-
sion of Afghanistan, both parties
agreed to terminate them. The Soviet
Union is today the leading exporter of
conventional weapons to less-devel-
oped countries.

The scope of American involve-
ment in international peacekeeping

parallels its multinational efforts on
arms control. In the Middle East, the
United States played a singular role in
facilitating the historic Camp David
Accords between Israel and Egypt.
The United States provides financial
backing for U.N. peacekeeping
forces insouthern Lebanon, as well as
funds and personnel for the Multilat-
eral and Observer Force in the Sinai,
established under the terms of the
Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty. At the
same time, the United States has been
an active participant in international
efforts to win independence and ma-
jority rule in Namibia, to secure the
withdrawal of Vietnamese forces
from Kampuchea, and to provide hu-
manitarian aid for refugees from So-
malia to Southeast Asia.

Regional agreements offer op-
portunities for building new security
communities. The United States has
strongly supported such diplomatic
explorations, including the feasibility
of freezes on military personnel, re-
ductions in military budgets, regional
nonaggression pledges, and limits on
the introduction of new generations
or types of weaponry.

The Declaration of Ayacucho in
December 1974 by the eight Andean
countries is an example of one prom-
ising security approach. At that time,
Peru proposed that the members of
the Andean group negotiate specific
limits on the acquisition of offensive
armaments. This was a sound princi-
ple, one which found ultimate fru-
1tion in the Treaty of Tlatelolco.

The United States strongly sup-
ported and, on May 26, 1977, formal-
ly siﬁned Protocol I to the treaty,
which prohibits nuclear weapons in
Latin America. (The United States
Senate approved it on November 13,
1981.) By adhering to the Protocol,
the United States undertakes not to
test, use, produce, or deploy nuclear
weapons anywhere within the zone of
the Latin American treaty. The treaty
strengthens the cause of nuclear non-
proliferation, long an important ob-
Jective of American foreign policy,
and, in the words of Secretary of State
Alexander Haig, “demonstrates that
patient but imaginative diplomacy
can, indeed, advance us toward a
more secure future.”

s in the past, the
United States today follows a foreign
th’cy that is both pragmatic and
opeful. This policy entails the mo-
dernization of U.S. forces to maintain
deterrent capabilities, and the explo-
ration of opportunities to negotiate
reductions in nuclear weaponry with
the Soviet Union.

In Europe particularly, the chal-
lenge to the United States is to un-
derscore the earnestness of its efforts
to slow the pace of nuclear competi-
tion, while also encouraging the revi-
talization of the Atlantic Alliance.

In several recent statements,
President Ronald Reagan has made
clear thathe is prepared to explore ev-
ery meaningful proposal for arms
control or disarmament—directly
with the Soviet Union, on a multina-
tional basis, or within regional orga-
nizations. As in the past, however,
the United States, together withits al-
lies, insists that such proposals must
be balanced and verifiable; the
United States seeks no military ad-
vantages from arms control provi-
sions; neither can it grant such advan-
tages to the Soviet Union.

The issue of balance and relative
advantage is at the heart of the cur-
rent debate over Intermediate Nucle-

'| arForces (INF)in Europe. From 1975

through 1981, the United States de-
ployed no new intermediate-range

+| missiles, and has actually withdrawn

1,000 warheads from Europe. The
Soviets, on the other hand, deployed
hundreds of warheads on mobile SS-
20 missiles.

It was this growing imbalance in
intermediate-range nuclear weapons
that led the NATO countries to initi-
ate discussions on deployment of
comparable U.S. nuclear forces. The
result was the 1979 decision to pro-

ceed with modernization of NATO
nuclear forces while simultaneouslﬁ
conducting arms control talks wit
the Soviets. This ‘‘two-track” ap-
proach remains the basis for Ameri-
can policy on INF today.

On November 18, 1981, Presi-
dent Reagan advanced a bold propos-
al that Washington and Moscow
agree to eliminate intermediate nu-
clear missiles from their arsenals. The
Soviet delegation to INF talks in Ge-
neva has since rejected this approach.
President Brezhnev, in March 1982,
called for a freeze on all future de-
ployments of Intermediate Nuclear
Forces, a proposal rejected by the
United States, since the presence of
such intermediate-range missiles al-
ready in the Soviet arsenal accords
the Soviet Union a significant advan-
tage in this field.

Nevertheless, the Reagan Ad-
ministration has determined that a
two-track approach to negotiated se-
curity is both prudent and desirable.
The first track emphasizes nuclear
parity and deterrence vis-a-vis the So-
viet Union; the second is a continuing
commitment to negotiations with the
Soviet Union on the interrelated is-
sues of intermediate and strategic nu-
clear weapons. Under the terms of
the President’s “Zero-Option” pro-
posal, the United States is prepared
to cancel its planned deployment of

Pershing II and ground-launched
cruise missiles if the Soviet Union will
agree to dismantle its SS-20 and other
intermediate-range missiles.

President Reagan followed his
“Zero Option” plan with a call for
Strategic  Arms Reduction Talks
(STAI%T). OnMay?9, 1982, the Presi-
dent returned to Eureka College in I1-
linois, from which he had graduated
50 years earlier, to offer a new arms
control initiative aimed at major re-
ductions in Soviet and American stra-
tegic nuclear arsenals. He proposed
that, as a first step, both nations cut
the number of strategic nuclear war-
heads by a third, from about 7,500 on
each side to 5,000.

In addition, each nation would
be limited to a total of 850 interconti-
nental ballistic missiles, of which no
more than half could be land-based.
In a second phase, the United States
and the Soviet Union would equalize
the payloads, or “throw weight,” of
their strategic missile forces. The
President stated:

The monumental task of reducing and
reshaping our strategic forces to en-
hance stability will take many years of
concentrated (zfort. But 1 believe that
it will be possible to reduce the risks of
war by removing the instabilities that
now exist and by dismantling the nu-
clear menace.
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President Ronald Reagan announces his “‘Zero Option” peace
%oposal for inlermed%are-mnge missiles in an address on
lovember 18, 1981. In a major initiative six months later, on
May 9, 1982, the President called for a one-third cut in strategic
missile warheads by the United States and the Soviet Union.
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A Continuing
Commitment to Peace

R T TS

ter more than three-
and-a-half decades of intensive nego-
tiations, the United States can point
to a record of achievement in the
search for peace. At the same time,
however, international rivalries have
not abated. Nations continue to rely
on individual military establishments
for their security, and the global com-
munity has not yet found the combi-
nation of {Jolitical agreements and in-
stitutional forces necessary for inter-
national peace and effective control
of arms.

Although U.S. efforts at arms
control—beginning virtually from
the first days when it commanded a
nuclear monopoly—have widened to
cover outer space and the seabed as
well as issues of non-proliferation,
the number of nations with the capac-
ity to develop nuclear weapons has
expanded. At the same time, the ca-
pabilities and accuracy of weapons
systems has grown enormously.

The United States is meeting this
present-day nuclear challenge by for-
mulating and advancing new propos-
alswithin the framework of a commit-
ment to arms reductions, and a policy
of deterrence and strategic parity.

Within this policy framework,
American officials seek to: deter con-
flict rather than accept the use of
these weapons in the conduct of war;
search for strategic stability rather
than superiority; and pursue an arms
control negotiating process which
will enhance international order and
stability. In short, for more than three
decades, American Presidents, and
U.S. foreign policy officials have held
to the view that nuclear weapons have
“utility only in nonuse.”

Americans view war as an aber-
ration in the natural order, and this
perspective has dictated a continuing
search for peace and security through
negotiation. Americans continue to
place reliance on reason, and on the
necessity of reasonable men and
women to resolve their differences
peacefully. Despite repeated disap-
pointments, the United States con-
tinues to participate actively in multi-
lateral conferences dealing with a
comprehensive test ban on nuclear
weapons, a limit on the production of
chemical and radiological weapons,
and a strengthening of nuclear non-
proliferation guarantees. At the
same time, the United States seeks to
devise means for verifying adherence
to existing and future international
treaties and agreements.

‘Whatever the outcome of pres-
ent and future negotiations, the rec-
ord of past American endeavors
makes clear the dedication of U.S.
leaders to a stable and peaceful
world—one in which all nations can
live in a common security communi-
ty, a community of enduring peace.
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